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Broad mite: Polyphagotarsonemus latus (Banks) 
Silverleaf whitefly (SLW): Bemisia argentifolii Bellows & Perring 
 
Broad mite can be a destructive pest on peppers in south Florida causing malformed leaves, aborted blooms and russeted 
fruit, while whiteflies, though generally not damaging to the crop, transmit tomato yellow leafcurl virus for which pepper is 
a reported non-symptomatic host. Therefore, there is reason to control both pests in this crop. For this field trial, 
greenhouse-raised pepper plants were transplanted on 21 Feb at 18 inch spacing in single rows on a set of 3 beds, and 
covered with polyethylene film mulch. Approximately 25 % of the fertilizer was preplant soil incorporated (granular 15-0-
15) with the remainder applied as liquid 8-0-8 delivered by drip irrigation. A 120 ft length section of each row was used in 
this experiment. Plots were 20 ft long assigned across the 3 beds, 4 times in a randomized complete block design. The first 
application was made on 11 Apr using an EZ-Dose sprayer with a pressure of 45 psi and a flow rate of 3.7 gpm. Treatments 
were applied at 20 gpa. On 11 May, a high clearance sprayer was used operating at 200 psi and 2.3 mph with the spray 
delivered through two vertical booms using yellow Albuz® hollow cone nozzles that applied 10 gpa each. Application was 
conducted at 60 gpa. Populations of broad mite and whitefly were monitored on 11, 19, 30 –Apr, 7, 16, 23, 30 – May, and 
6, 12 – Jun by collecting a terminal leaf from 5 plants in each plot. Eggs, nymphs, and adult of broad mite and eggs, 
nymphs and pupa of whitefly were counted. Data were subjected to ANOVA, and means separated by Fisher’s Protected 
LSD, P = 0.05. 
 
Application of the high rate of Portal at 20 gpa resulted in yellowing of new leaf tissue, but this phytotoxic effect did not 
appear to have long lasting consequences. All products tested reduced broad mite populations when compared to untreated 
control plots with the two rates of Portal and the Courier treatment being significantly better then the Agri-mek treatment. 
On 30-Apr,all treatments except Agri-mek were providing significant reduction in broad mite populations compared to 
untreated check. On 7-May, significant reduction of broad mite was seen in response to the high and the low rate of Portal, 
although the low rate was not different from Agri-mek or Courier, which in turn were not different from the control. Only 
Courier provided significant control of immature whitefly, although not significantly different from Agri-Mek or the high 
rate of Portal, both not being different from the control. 
 
Table 1. 
 Broad mite/leaf 
     Whitefly/leaf 
Treatment Rate/acre All dates 30 Apr 7 May all dates 
 
Untreated check --- 8.6a 30.9a 11.9a 1.7a 
Agri-mek 10.5 fl oz 5.1b 24.1a 8.9ab 1.2ab 
Portal 1 pt 1.7c 2.0b 5.0bc 1.5a 
Portal 2 pt 0.8c 0.5b 2.2c 1.0ab 
Courier 13.6 fl oz 2.1c 4.0b 11.3ab 0.5b 
 


